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The triumph of the anti-Maimonidean ideology in Spain, bent on
cradicating “heresy”™ from Isracl, had a ripple effect as of yet unex-
plored by Jewish historians and other luminavies, It is not accurate
that the anti-Maimonideans were against “assimilation™ to non-Jewish
ideas, as the magistrates of Jewish wisdom kindly moralize. In fact,
the anti-Maimonideans were willing to take a lesson or two from
those Christians who condemned men of the stature of William of
Conches (ca. 1090-ca. 1160}, Peter Abelard (1079-1142), and Thomas
Aquinas (1224/5-1274). These holy men would not shy away from
learning from any persecuting ideology, regardless of religion or philo-
saphical persuasion." What they opposed were people like the
Maimonideans who were spreading all types of silly, essentially harm-
ful, ideas, like writing that sorcery and witcheraft are “lies and false-
hood.” There is malice in these abrications. They were designed to
impugn the minds and judgment of those saintly men——the inerrantly
pious —who not only witnessed demons but also kept daily contacts
with them and other supernatural beings. In fact, all men of sound
mind and spirit should reject the Maimonidean folly. especially in
light of the unimpeachable evidence provided by “the science of
necromancy.” As a good and wise doctor at the Sorbonne wrote in
1609 about those feeble souls denving night-flying witches, meta-
marphoses, ete., magical phenomena are so well attested to that they
could be “dishelieved only by those of unsound mind.™

The anti-Maimonidean society is, primarily and fundamentally, a
perseeuting society.” It seems that Gresham’s law ol economics,

U See José Vaur, In the Shadi of Histoyye Jewns and Conversos al the Dewn of Mademity
(Alhany. [992), pp. Y-27.

© See José Faur, “Anti-Maimonidean Demons.”™ v The Revie of Roblanic Judatsm
6 12003} pp. 352

Y See Faur, ty the Shadae of History, pp. 2, 6, 215-217. A welling deéail, indicative
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whereby bad money drives good money out of circulation, applies to
political and social leadership as well." A society that accepts magic and
the reveries of lunatics as God’s True Word would not tolerate ratio-
nal discourse—least of all the scientific study ol nature or an intelligent
consideration of Judaism. Thus, creative thinking, let alone scientfic
knowledge. was no longer wolerated. This explains the sad fact that
most of the creative thinking in the sciences, humanities, and literature
in Spain, was made by conversos. Yet nothing remotely similar was
taking place within the confines of the Jewish communities.” In this
respect, alter the Expulsion (1492) things got worse, not better. The
few men who preserved some vestige of the old Jewish scientific tra-
dition I am thinking about such distinguished figures as Rabbis
Moses Almosnino (e, 1515-1589), David Gans (1541-1613), Joseph
Del Medigo (1591-1655)were working with medieval concepts, no
longer an a par with the scientific outlook unfolding at their time.
The few creative minds had to wead carefully. On the instigation
of Sabbatean sympathizers. R. David Nieto (1654-1728), rabbi of the
Sephardic community in London, was about to be excommunicated
for a sermon he pronounced in his own synagogue.” R. Israel Moses
Hazan (1807-1863), who had been the Chief Rabbi of Rome, Corfu,
and Alexandria, was ferociously persecuted by his semi-literate col-
leagues.” R. Elic Benamozegh (1822-1900), Chiel Rabbi of Leghorn,
one of the most distinguished communities in Europe, was declared
a heretie and his books banned, etc.” We often forget that Jews were

ol the supreme authority exercised by the anti-Maimonideans: throughouot the com-
munities around the Mediterranean Basin and the Middle East (with the exceprion
ol Yemen) is vér 1o be Tound a single seroll of the Torah written according (6 the
formar prescribed by Maimonides! This is true even in Aleppo, home ol the famons
codex of Maimonides”™ Aeter Aramn Sobee, CF Faur, “Anti=-Naimonidean Demons,”™ nn.
2324

VO Faur, In the Shadore: of History, pp. 21-22.

*bid., p. 2.

" On the confent and significance ol this sevmon, sce José Faur, Golden Doves and
Stloer Dits: Semolics and Texiuality . Rabbiiic Tradition (Bloomington, 19861, pp. 19-22.

P See Jos¢ Vaur, Rabtn Visrael Moshe Hazan (Hebl) (Haily, 19781, pp. [15-18.

* The impact on his Family and personal life was devastating. However, on hehalf
of the persecuating rabhis one may point out that this was not a case of simple mal-
ice. As always, the “heretical”™ view of the “other™ is connected o peeuniary gain.
In our case, R, Benamozegh owned one ol the kogest printing louses of Hebrew
hooks in Legharn. Declaving him “heretical”™ meant that the books he printed must
be proscribed, regardless of content, Consequently, competing firms, which until
now could not enter the market, gained the upper hand. A lew years ago in Leghorn,
on the one hundred year anniversary ol Benamozegh's death, I pointed out that
as o result, he no longer would append his full signature 1o the books he printed
and his editorial notes, but only the inivals ¥aR, standing for Eliahu bhen Amozegh,
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able 1o produce a Freud or an Einstein not as the result of some
mternal development but simply because universities decided to open
their doors o Jews without demanding prior conversion. One can
only ponder what the state of Jewish scholarship today would have
bicen (including the fields of Talmud and Rabbinies), il it were not
for the “Jewish Studies Programs™ at universities world-wide.

It should not be surprising to discover, therefore, that some Jewish
thinkers, particularly those professing the kind of religious humanism
and pluralism developed by the Maimonidean tradition, chose to share
their knowledge and exchange ideas with members of the Christian
intelligentsia, many of them distinguished Hebraists in their own
rights.” One such individual was R. Isaac Abendana (c. 1640-¢. 1710),
brother of R, Jacob Abendana (1650-1685), Chiel Rabbi of Amsterdam,
He arrived in England in 1662, Abendana was an extwremely tal-
ented and accomplished scholar. At the urging ol Cambridge the-
ologians he translated for the first time the entire Mishnah imto
Latin." His book, Discourses on the Feclesiastical and Ciotl Pility of the
Jews (London, 1706; 2nd edition 1709) is the frst work written by
a Jew in English. While at Cambridge he kept comtact with the
scholarly community at Oxford. Eventually, e moved 1o Oxford in
1689 and taught Hebrew at Magdalene College. In a work pub-
lished in 1710 we are told, “Dr. Abendana assisted Dr. | Thomas|
Hyde [1636-1703]. ... The said Dr. [Abendana] was himsell” the
author of the Hebrew tract (written in a florid style) concerning
Chess, published as an old piece by Dr. Hyde™"

Elsewhere 1 proposed that Abendana was Isaac Newton’s (1643-
1727) Hebrew teacher." Abendana began teaching Hebrew at

" See the important work ol Aaron L, Katchen, Chasian Hebraste and Dutehe Rabbis
Cambridge. MA, 1984, On the inpact of Maimonides on in particular, see ihie.
chapter 3. On the impact of Namonides on sixteenth and seventcenth century
Englishimen, such as Hobbes, Milion, John Smith. Johu Spencer. et al., see the
simulating note of L. Teicher, “Maimonides and England,” in Transactions. Jeetsh
Historical Societi of England, 16119500, pp. 97-100.

" See Israel Abrahams, “lspac Abendana’s Cambridge Mishna and Oxford
Calendars.” in Transaciions. Jewnk Historical Society of Fogland 8 (19151917, pp. 98-
121 and wdem. “Note on Isaie Abendana™ in Transactons. Fouoisd Historical Socuity
af Fingland 101 1921=1923), pp. 221-224. For some valuable notes on [saac and Jacob
Abhendana, see M. Kavserling, “Les Correspondants Juils de Jean Buxtorll™ in e
des Ftides Juives 13 (18862, pp. 272-276,

"o Cited by Willinm 1. Macray. “A letter from Isaue Abendana.” in Festsehirift
zum pehizwyten Geburtstng von Moz Stemstnerder | Leipzig, 1896 . p. 89,

= Jose Faur, " Newton, Manponides, and Esoteric Knowlechre,™ in Crobs Chrrents:
Religion & huelleetual Life 8 (1990, p, 528,
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Cambridge n 1663, a year alier Newton entered Trinity College.
Newton was an excellent Hebraist. Although only a small portion
of Newton's library was saved (see below section 1), several Hebrew
Bibles, Buxtarf, Levicon Hebraicum (1621). Robertson, Levicon Hebracum
(1680), as well as many works on Jewish subjects were found in the
remains of his library." Newton’s knowledge of Rabbinics was sim-
ply amazing. In the course of a Rabhinic discussion, Newton records
the opinion of R. Aharon ha-Levi (thirtcenth century), the supposed
author of Sefer ha-Hinmdh," and his disagreement with Rashi on the
matter at hand. He also relers o the Rabbinic work Sifra as avell
as to the view of R. Aaron ibn Hayyim (b, ca. 1560), author of
Qorban Aharon (Nenice, 5369/1609)." Later on, he examined Seder
Md‘amadnt (the participation of the Israclites in the daily sacrifices)
and quoted the opinion of R. ‘Obadiah of Bertinoro on M. Yoma
7:1." In a discussion of the apocalyptic conflict of Gog and Magog,
he made reference to the Targum to Esther (2: 12); 1o the Rabbinie
work Leviticus Rabbah, and o the commentaries of Se‘adya Ga’on
and Ibn ‘Ezra.'” In his Clronology of Anetent Kingdoms (London, 1727),
Newton cites Yerushalmi Shebifit (p. 198) and Seder ‘Olam (p. 357)."
In his work The Sacred Cubit of the Jews, published in the Coflected
Works of John Greaves (London, 1738), he alludes to the commentary
of R, “Obadiah of Bertinoro on M. Erubin 4.5 (s.v. efla) (p. 4215
he translates the Aramaic version of Ruth 1:6 in conjunction with
the distance a Jew is permitted 10 travel by foot on the Sabbath and
holidays (pp. 422-423); cites a passage in the Talmud (B. Erubin
42a) and the note on it in Shibbole ha-Leget (hy R. Sidigiyya ha-Rofe,
Venice 530671546, #97) (p. 423); and also makes reference to the
two cubits that were engraved in the city of Susan B, Pesahim 86a)
(p- 425). There are some Hebrew writings in Newton’s own hand"

1 See Richard de Villamil, Newton: The Man (London; 1927, . 67, and ibid..
“Supplementary List,”™ po 1035,

" Thiere is a book by Johamn Heinteh Howinger, Juris Hebracrorum | Zanich, 1653,
based on this work.

12 See Yabh: My 132, 201-224

Y Yaly, M 13,2002,

7 See H. McLachlan, Sir Tsaae Newton: Theolsgical Mamoscapls [ Liverponl, 19350).
= 193

" There s a0 Latn wanslation ol this work by Gilbernt Généhrard, Chronelagia
Hebraerorum NMator [Paris, 15780,

" See Ms, Yahuda (at the Hebrew National Library, Jerusalem) 132, pp. 3h,
[7asbe 184, 19a, 226 Ms: Keynes 2, p. 174,
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as well as extensive passages [rom the Babylonian Talmud and
Yerushalmi in Laun in his own hand. ™ With the exception of Nicto
and Abendana, no other scholar in England at the time, Jew or
Christian, equaled his mastery of Jewish knowledge,

A copy of Abendana’s first edition of Discourses on the Eeclesiastical
and Civil Polity of the Jews (1706) was found in Newton's library.”
Indeed, many ol the subjects subsequently developed by Newton are
found i Abendana’s book. From his teacher. Newton must have
gotten his keen interest in the Jewish calendar.™ 1 would like to call
attention to Yah. Ms. 22, a work by Newton on the Calendar,
“Considerations about rectifving the Juhan Kalendar.™ On p. 4 of
the ms. 15 a quotation from Maimonides™ Qiddush ha-Hodesh in the
Jewish calendar, taken from Ludovicus de Compicgne de Veille,
Secunda Lex, Tractatus de Conservatione Calendaram (Paris, 1669) —a lavorite
topic of Abendana.”’ Again, in line with Abendana’s mterest in Jewish
measurements,” there is a detailed investigation by Newton of the
Jewish cubit. A short tract by Newton, The Sacred Cubit of the Jews,
was published in the Collected Works of John Greaves (London, 1738),
pp- 405-433. From Abendana, too, he must hiave gotten his keen
interest in Maimonides. In addition o lour books of Maimonides’
Legal Code in Latin,® as well as Pococke, Porta Mosis [1655) in
Hebrew and Latin found in his library,” there are thousands of
words copied by Newton [rom Maimonides™ legal writings in Latin.”’

N See A Cotalogue of the Portsmonth Collection of Buoks and Paprees Whatten by or Belonging
to Sir Istar Newton, preparved by HUR. Leard, GUGL Stokes, GG, Adams, G.D. Liveing
(Cambrdge, 1888), p. 29 #2: Yah, Ms, Var, 132, 18a-22b. On the Latin iransla-
tions of the Talmued, see Frich Bischolll Arvitisele Geselochte der Talmud-Ubersetzunger
(Franklor, 1899,

U See e Villamil, Neetor: The Man, pi. 63,

0 See ibide, pe 81 | Jawish Kulendar); 87 (Nlunster, Aafendarium. Hebraiownr), W Ride
Sor Fanding Faster, &c). In: Chranology of Anctent hingdoms (London, 1727, p. 77. he
referree o the intercalation ol the year ol the Jewish calendar. as well as the vears
ol the Kings among Jews, ibic., p. 206, By contrast, ibid. po 298, be made vefer-
ence “to the vulgar Aera of Christ.” Ou Abendana’s Jewish calendars, see “Tsaagc
Abendana’s Cambridge Mishna and Oxford’s Calendars,” pp. 117-121].

+ See lsaac Abendana, Disconrses on the Eeelesinstteal and Civdd Polity of the faes [hith-
ertor Diseourses] (London, 1706, pp. 171-198; and “lsaac Abendana’s Cambridge
Mishna and Oxlord Calendars.”™ pp. 10H=107.

See Discowrses. 'Jp. 1 98-200, )

 See A Catalogue of the Portswouth. Colloction, p.. 85,

A Cetalogre of the Portsmonth Collection, p. 91,

T Sees for example, A Catalogue of the Portsmoth Collection, p. 29 #2, and p. 30
#10: Yah, Ms. 13.2, 1a-184. CIL McLachlan, Sir fsaae Newton: Theolugieal Moanuscripts,
P Mo, He seems w have wsed the aranstaton of Ludovieus de Compicgne Veille,
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Abendana completed a Latn translaton of Maimonides™ work on
The Vessels of the Temple There are long excerpts of the Latin trans-
lation of Maimonides™ De Cultu Divino in Newton’s own handwriting.™

I1

Newton's religious views affected his scientific writings.” David
Castillejo (who' catalogued the Newton manuseripts in the Yahuda
collection at the Hebrew University) noted the remarkable fact that
Newton used certain numerological symbolism, particularly the num-
bers three, seven, and ten taken from the Temple of Solomon to
strueture his Opticks. According 1o Newton, the Temple was built
horizontally in units of ten, and vertically in units of three, seven,
and eight. His Opaicks consists of seven books arranged into three parts.
It opens with eight Definitions, eight Axioms, and eight Propositions,
a wiple row of eights. "It is likely,” wrote Castillejo, “that this is
only the tip of an iceberg revealing the presence of much more com-
plicated meaning, proportion, and intent in his work.™"

Newton’s interest in Rabbinics and Maimonides was not mere
intellectual curiosity, It affected his most intimate religious beliefs
and his Christianity. [T There was something sinister in his religious
beliefs,” we are told.™ Bishop Horsley (1773-1806), who examined
some of Newton's papers on theology, declared them unfit for print-
ing. Sir David Brewster (1781-1868), Newton's famous biographer,
believed that bishop Horsley “exercised a wise discretion™ in not
allowing their publication. In the name of Christian charity, Brewster
refused to formally declare Newton a “heretic.” Piously, he explained:

Dy Cultwe Diing (Paris?l, ol Newton, “The Language of the Prophets” in Keynes
M5 5, chaprer 20 ppe 92100 On the ranslations of Maimonides” Mishne Torah 1o
Latin, see Choistian Hebraists and Dutcl Rabins,

# See WD Macray, “A lever from Isaac Abendana,”™ p. 90: and Israel Abrahams.
“Note on Isiac Abendana,”™ in Transactions, Jewish Historical Sociely of England 1001192 -
19237, pp. 221-224.

' See above, n. 27.

U1 hope o develop this theme i a forthcomming study.

T David Castillejo, “A Report on the Yahuda Collection of Newton's MSS,”
found in the fle on Newwon au the Jewish National and University Library at
Jerusalem, p. 8

* Louis Trenchard Nlore. fiaae Newolon; A Biography (New York, 1962). p. 631,
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[t may be an ecclesiastical privilege 10 burrow [or heresy among the
obscurities of thought, and the ambiguities of language. but in the char-
ity which thinketh no evil. we are bound 1o believe that our neighbor
is not a heretic 1l the charge against him has been distinetly proved.”

A cursory examination of some ol his theological views published
thus far makes it abundantly clear the reason f[or the horror that
they caused. The papers reveal that Newton was a strict monothe-
ist. He saw no need for a new revelation and rebuffed the Christian
notion of atonement and salvation. Siding with Rabbinic tradition
and contra Christian doctrine; he maintained that the Noahide pre-
cepts alone suffice for salvation, and thus there is no need for Jesus’
expiatory death.” In oppositon to Christian doctrine. he proposed
that the Church derives [rom the Synagogue— not the Tf'mplo—
“the name of synagogues being changed to that of churches™ by
converted gentiles.™ Therelore, not only does he |th v to the Jewish
“*Church™ but also to the Christian “Synagogue.™ This is consis-
tent with Newton's view that the fundamentals of Judaism .'md
Christianity are the same: “love of God and love of humankind.™
More grievously, Newton was resolute in his belief that the Law of
Moses was not abrogated with the advent of Christianity. Referring
o the Gospels, he writes: “It is as much the law of God as the Law
of Moses was, and as unalterable.™ Therefore, the Christian Scripture
must be understood in light of the Hebrew Seriprure, and not the
other way around:

[T any question at any time arises concerning his [ Jesus™| interpre-
tations, we are o have recourse o the Old Testament and eompare
the places interpreted with the interpretations of the New. As, for
instance, in explaining why Jesus is called the Christ or Messiah, the
Son of Man. the Son of God, the Lamb of God and the Lard who
sitteth on the rght hand of God, the God whao was made in the begin-
ning with God and by whom all things were made. And by this means

5 Sir David Brewster, Memairs of the Life, Weitings. and Discoveres of Sir Isaae Newton,
2 vols, (Edinburgh, 1855, vol. 2, p. 340,

* See Richard S. Westtall, Stiewce and’ Religion i Seventoenth-Century Ensland [ New
Haven, 19581 p. 208,

Y See Melachlan, Sir Jsaae Navton: Thealogical Manuseniphs, pp. 39-10, of. pp. 16-
17, G Jos¢ Fapr, “Taw and Hermeneuties in Rabbinie Jurisprudence: A Maimonidean
Perspective.” in Gardozo Law Reviewe 14 (1993 pp. 1673-1764.

"G Melachlan, Sir Baac Newton: “Theological Maeseripts, pp. 38, 41, ete.

7 Bee ihid., po 28

B Thidl., p. 5.
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the Old Testament will be hetter understood. So then for the names
of Christ we are to have recourse 1o the Old Testament, and beware
of vain Philosophy, for Christ sent his Apestles not to teach Philosophy
to the common people and to their wives and children, but to weach
what he had taught, taken out of Moses and the Prophets and Psalms
concerning Christ.™

At

In tull accord with Maimonides." and contra the Church, Newton
regarded the worship of intercessors as rank idolatry. In a passage
discussing the worship of God, Newton writes:

These things we must do, not to any mediator between him and us;
but 10 him alone, “that he may give his angels charge over us,” who,
being our fellow-servants, are pleased with the worship which we give
to their God. And this is the first and principal part of religion. This
always was and always will be the religion of all God's people from
the beginning to the end of the world."

Concerning pravers, he wrote: “We need not pray to Christ to inter-
cede for us,™ adding: “If we pray the Father aright, he will intercede.™"
Woarshiping God means, “To love, fear and trust in, and seek unto
one but himself immediately.”"" The last term “immediately”™ is of
the essence and underlines the prohibition against saints, deitics, etc.,
[unctioning as intercessors with God. Newton noticed that in the
Hebrew Seripture, God's name is also applied to his angels and mes-
sengers.” This means that God may be semiotically associated with
his creatures. There is, however, a huge distinction between semi-
otics and worship: although God’s name may be connected with one
of his creatures, no one may be worshiped except him: one ought
to return “thanks to the Father alone . . . we ask of him immediately

* Abid., ppe 33-34

¥ Moses Maimonides, The Guide for the Perplexed (hencetorth: Guade). 1, 61, p. 100
I 20-29). All quotations proceed from the Avabic test, Dalalat al-Ha'irin, edited
with variant readings. by Issachar Joel | Jevusalem, 5691 [1950731]): the wanslitions
are mine. Subsequent rvfmuum are given in the text according o section, chap-
ter, page and line. Guide, 46, p 56 (L 19270 Mistne Toral, Aboda Jara. 1313
Perust ha-Nishnayot, .\hnlm{m: X. L Foundament V. ed. R. Joseph Qalil [ Jerusalem,
1964), vol. 4, p. 212, CL. \!nhm Torah, Teshuba 3:7.

' MeLachlan, Sir faae Newton: “Theological Manuseripits, p. 51,

¥ Ihid.. p. 57.

" Yah. Ms. 15 pp. 1-2.

" See Exod. 23:21 and Guide 1. 27, p. 39 (1L 16-28); 1. 64 [1. 6: and the expla-
nation given by R. Manasseh hen Isracl, The (,'nnri!;'amr trans. by R.EH. Lindo. 2
vols. | London, 18425 vol. L pp. 700 260-261: vol. 2, pp. [2-18. CII R. David
Qambhi, on Josh, 3:11 and s, 42:8.
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in the npame [italics added] of Christ.™ He incorporated this doc-
trine as an article of faith:

Art. 11, To Give the name of God 1o angels or kings is not against
the First Commandment. To give the worship of the God of the Jews
to angels or kings, is against it. The meaning of the commandment
is, Thou shalt worship na ather God but me.™

Newton repudiated Jesus” divinity'” and regarded Jesus as “a true
" only “the Word or prophet of God.™"
“The time will come,” he told Hopton Haynes (1672-1749), “when
the doctrine of the Incarnation, as commonly received, shall be
exploded as an absurdity equal to transubstantiation.”™" In this con-
nection it would be helpful to consider Newton's explanation of the
enigmatic “deity of the matuzzim™ in Dan. 11:38-39. Jewish com-
mentators associate these verses with the rise and spread of Christianity.
R. Isaac Abarbanel (1437-1508), interprets ma‘uzzim as “fortresses.”
These are the Christian Cathedrals that look as if they were fortresses:
the “divinity”™ within these fortresses is the cult of Jesus." Newton
identified ma‘uzzim as mausoleums, harboring “the souls of the dead.”
To make sure that no one would miss the point, he continued:

man bormn of a woman,”

All which relates to the overspreading of the Greek Empire with Monks
and Nuns, who placed holiness in abstinence from marrage:; and to
the invocation of saints and veneration of their reliques, and such like
superstitions, which these men introduced in the fourth and fifth
centuries, ™

Consistent with the preceding, Newton rejected the Christian inter-
pretation that “the elder of days™ (Dan. 7:9, 13) refers 1o Jesus.™

“ MeLachlan, Sir fsade Newton: “Theological Manuseripts, p. 57.

¥ e,

1" See Westlall, Science and Religion in Seenteenth=Century Englond, pp. 210-211: More,
Isaac Newton: A Biography, pp. 640-644.

 MeLachlan, St Lsaae Newton: Theological Manuscripts, p. 5%, cf, ibid. pp. 55-56.

¥ Thid,, p. 36.

WCited i H. MeLachlan. The Religious Opunwons of Milon, Locke, dnd Newton | New
York, 1972), p. 127.

TR, lsane Abarbanel, Mavane ha-Veshufa [NVevice, 3307/1647. X1, 8, 75d. A
Latin translation of this work was made by Joharnes Henriens Naios. D hauste
aguarumg a fingibus safutis (Frankfure, 17100

" See Isaac Newton, Observations wpan the Praphecies. of Dandel and ihe Apocalypise of
St Jafe (London. 1733), p. 191,

7 For a summary of the Ghristian interpretation of this. passage and the ensu-
ing Jewish criticism, see Abarbanel, MaSane ha-Veshun VI 6. Ha-45¢.
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“[W]hence are you certain that the Ancient of Days is Christ?™
he asked Locke (1632-1704). In full accord with Jewish exegesis that
it refers o God,”™ Newton asked Locke: “Does Christ any where sit
upon the throne?™ More grievously, Newton rejected beliel in the
Holy Trinity and submitted that the passages in the New Testament
to this effect are interpolations made by the ecclesiastical authorities,™
It is clear now why such a deeply religious man as Newton did not
attend Church.™

I

Tao discredit Newton's religious beliefs it was alleged that by 1692
he had gone mad.™ although his correspondence with Locke and
Bentley at the time show him to be perfectly sane. “[1]t is a gross
exaggeration to refer to this as “Newton madness™ —remarked Professor
Andrade (1887-1971).7" The allegation was intended to conceal
Newton's “dreadful secrer.”™ Lord John Maynard Keynes (1883-1946),
who examined these papers, replied:

" On this point, see the ineisive remark by the editor. R, Abraham foseph
Wertheimer, R, Isaiah di Trani the First, Commentary on Prophets and Hegiopapha
[Hebi vol. 3, [ Jernsalem, 1978), p. 216, n. 85.

¥ More, Laac Navton: A Biography, p. 3605 see ibid., p. 361, Predictably, More,
ibid.. p. 626, wied w explain this away by claiming that at the “time, Newton was
skeptical of Daniel’s prophecy as predicting the coming of Christ.” And yet at the
bottom of the page. More quotes a passage of Newton stating that “1o reject his
[ Danicl’s] prophecies is to reject the Christian: religion.™ See McLachlan, Sir fiaac
Newiton: Theolvgueal Manuseripts. p. 18

™ See Hustorical Account of Treo Notable Comuplions of Seriptre. For a briel discussion
of this work. sce Memoirs of the Life, Whitings, and Drscoveries of Siv fsaae Newton, vol. 2,
pp. 331-387: Move, Sie Jsaae Newton: A Biography. pp. 632-635.

Y o8ee Gale E. Christianson, fu the Presence of the Creator (New York, 19840, Pp-
257-258.

" See MeLachlan, The Religous Opinions of Milton, - Locke and Neweton, pp. 162-163.
His interest in alehemy is often mentioned as evidence of his alleged madness, We
forget that in his time “alchemy™ was the equivalent of our “chemisuy™ and could
lave a much more scientific connotanon than what the werm suggests to the mod-
ern ear. For a sketchy deseription of Newton's interest in alehemy. see Edward
Neville da Costa Andrade. Sir Isaae Nacton (Garden City, 19381, pp. 129-132. To
the present, there is no serious study of Newton's writings on alchemy. This is the
place ta point out that on the basis of the chemical and optical data at his dis-
posal. Newton had as much a grasp of atomic theory s could have been possible
at the time: see S0, Vavilov, "Newton and the Atomic Theory,” in The Roval Sodiety
Tercentenary Celebrations, pp. 43-33,

" Edward Neyille da Costa Andrade, “Newton,” in The Rioval Society Newion
Tiecentary Celebrations (Cambridge, 1947, p. 16,
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Let me not exaggerate through reaction against the other Newton myth
which has been so sedulously ereated for the last two hundred years.
There was extreme method i his madness. All his unpublished works
on esoteric and theological matters are marked by carelul learning,
accurate method and extreme sobriety of statement. They are just as
sane as the Prncipta, if their whole matter and purpose were not mag-
ical. They were nearly all composed during the same twenty-hve vears
of his mathematical studies."”

To conceal any connection between Newton and Judaism, pious
scholars fabricated all kinds of silly theories: from his alleged “madness”
to having fallen under the influence of Jacob Boehme (1575-1624)"
Inventive biographers (moved by ethical virtue, they are the hest)
piously masked Newton’s beliels by relating them to this or that
“heretical” view held by some vague Chrstian denomination. Louis
Trenchard More (1870-1944), Newton's best biographer to date, pro-
posed that Newton was a Unitarian or perhaps an Arian:” he could
also be deseribed as “essentially a Protestant™  although he negated
the Holy Trinity:"" or that his beliefs are those of “extreme Protestants,”
with the qualification, however, that they exhibit “tenderness towards
the Arians.™ T think that More had in fact clinched our argument!

The only writer who had the fortitude to reveal Newton's “dread-
ful secret™ was Lord John Maynard Keynes— one of those luminous
minds with which God graces humanity once in a long, long time.
The Director of the Bank of England and father of “Keynesian
Economics,” he was the most influental English cconomist ol his
time. People familiar with the particulars of his life know thac he
was a man of extraordinary courage, unyielding to public opinion
or to pressure, either personal or social. Keynes had read more of
Newton's papers than anyone else. and was eminently qualified to

W Ihide pe 30,

" See McLachlan, Sir fsaae Newtons Theofogreal Manuseripts, pp. 20-21. Nane: of
Bochme's works were in his library, More 1o the poing, investigauon in this arca
had shown this to be false. AU best, his interest in Boehme may have been periph-
cral and related 1o his alchemists’ notions alone; see Stephen Hobhouose,  William
Line: Selected Mystical Whritings (London, 19385 vol, 4, pp. 346-347.

" See More, Luac Newton: A Biography, pp. 630-631.

“ i, p. G110
“See ibid. ppe 636-637. and Christianson, I the Presence of the Creator, pp.
250-255.

= More, Bsaae Newtan: A Biography, p. 637, See Mobachlan, S fsane Newton: Theological
Meawaeripts, pp. 2325, Newton had no sympathy for: Avan docuines. This 15 why
he did not say @ ward on behall of the Arian beliels of bis frend William Whiston;
see. Chnstanson, e the Presence HI- the Creator, - 255,
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speak with authority on this matter, He was an avid collector of
books, and in close contact with the renowned Jewish hook dealer
Gustav David who advised him on Jewish material. Although he was
not a specialist in Jewish philosophy, Keynes himsell was a gified
philosopher and the author of a brilliant book on logic, A Treatise
on Probability (London, 1921). A Philo-Semite, he was not only per-
sonally active in helping individual Jews (the economist Piero Sraffa
comes to mind), but he put great efforts in trying to alleviate the
lot of Jewish refugees in general. He was also a Zionist, the only
non-Jewish member of the advisory committee under the chair-
manship of Herbert Samuel, which prepared the preliminary drafi
for a Jewish national home in Palestine,™

Although he did not cite the specific documentation, Keynes™ tes-
timony is unimpeachable. Precisely because Keynes was not a spe-
cialist in Jewish topics, he would not have risked his reputation by
associating Newton with Maimonides, unless he had found solid evi-
dence supporting this view:

Very early in life Newton abandoned orthodox belief in “Trinity.

It may be that Newton fell under Socinian ifluences, but 1 think not.
He was rather a Judaic monatherst of the school of Maunonides [italics aclded).
He arrived at this conclusion, not on so-to-speak rational or skeptical
grounds, but entirely on the interpretation of ancient authority, He
was persuaded that the revealed documents give no support o the
Trmitarian doctrines which were due to late falsification. The revealed
God was one God.”

And indeed a Maimonidean he was." His argument for the rejection
of the Christian doctrine of homoousion (“co-substantiation” of God

A Tact not noted by his biographers Harrod, Skidelsky, and Hession. Keynes’
unlr acquires. particular significance whien we bear in mind that “the fiercest uppo-
nent of the Ziopist™ in the British cabiner was none other tan the seeretary of
state for India Edwin Montagu, his close friend and henelactor: see Anand
Chandavarkar, “Was Keynes Ani-Semivic?” in Econamic and Political Weekly, May 6.
2000, p. 1622, 1 thank my friend Dy, Ranjit Chatterjee lor bringing this article
my atlention.

" e Villamil, Newton: The Man, p. 30,

" See MeLachlan, Sir fsaae Neoton: 'Theslagical Manseripls, pp. 16-17, where Newton's
interest in Maimonides is acknowledged. MeLachlan lailed 10 appreciate the deep
intellectual connection between them, on two grounds, Fiest, he did not have first-
hand knowledge of the subject and relied on the standard views of nineteenth cen-
tury Jewish scholarship, which were wite and shallow at besw Second. he noticed
that Newton wanted to keep philosophy and riligion apart (ef. ibicl., p. 58), whereas
Maimonides embraced both. However, at the time of Newton, “philosophy™ meant
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and Jesus) and thereby the Holy Trinity (leading him 1o believe that
the New Testament had been corrupted intentionally by the schem-
ing powers of the Church) comes from Maimonides. “Homoousion,”
argued Newton, “is unintelligible. "Twas not understood in the Council
of Nice, nor ever since. What cannot be understood 1s no object af
belicE™ The argument comes from Maimonides, who postulated
that what cannot be intellectually conceptualized cannot be the object
of faith. Maimonides illustirates the impossibility of such a belief by
pomting to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity.™ Newton's state-
ment concerning miracles and the impossibility of changing the laws
of nature is identical to that of Maimonides.” Tt is plain, therefore,
why Newton could not accept the articles of faith of the Church of
England and refused the Holy Order. For the same reason, he could
not be Master of Trinity College and had to obtain a special dis-
pensation to hold his Fellowship and the Lucasian Chair, The few
historians who grasped Newton's ideas were determined to keep his
“dreadful seeret.” Quoting Keynes, again:

Newton's proverbial fear of controversy, his suspicious attitude and
neuratic behavior, his obsession with secrecy, and his eventual depar-
ture from Cambridge to an administrative position in London—all this,
become perfectly clear in light of the dreadtul secret he had to hide
all his life. But this was a dreadful scerer which Newton was at des-
perate pains to coneeal all his life. Tt was the reason why he refused
Holy Orders, and therefore had w obrain a special dispensation to
hold his Fellowship and Lueasian Chair and could not be Master of
Some rumotrs there were, hut not at the dangerous dates when he
was a young Fellow of Trnity. In the main the seeret died with him.
But it was revealed in many writings in his big box.™

alsn “science.” What Newton was saying is that one should not expeer o find in
Scripture “philosophical,” that is, scientific, deseriptions: see Jose Faor, “Esoteric
Knowledge and the Vulgar,™ in Trumah 12 12002, pp. 187189,

Y MeLachlan, The Refigions. Opmion of Milton, Lovke and Nezoton. p.. 160,

" Gde 1, 50,

T More, Baae Navton: A Biggraphy, p. 623, and Shemona Peragin. chapter 8§ (= Porla
Mosis, p. 2400z ¢ll Guide 11, 29; 111, 240

“ode Villaomil, Newton: The Man, pp. 30-31.
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The foregoing leads us into what in fact is the onfy riddle surrounding
Newton's life: the outrage perpetrated against his books and manu-
seripts by England. a country known for her profound reverence for
the hook and the written word. The irony of the matter is that while
England was sponsoring the removal of the written records of the
most recondite cultures of the globe, to be deposited and safeguarded
in her libraries and museums, and at the same time that English
travelers and savants were encouraged to colleet books and manuscripts
from all over the world for the motherland, England did not blink
an eye while the books and manuseripts of her greatest genius were
trashed away. The existence of Newton's library was well known.”
Yet no efforts were made to save or catalogue it. It almost disap-
peared completely after his death. The books “were sold in bundles
(one bundle being, in fact, composed of two hundred volumes!), as
if of no special interest or value, and were sold, in consequence, at
rubbish prices.” Many of his books were “sent to the pulp mill.”™™
His manuscripts were auctioned by order of Viscount Lymington, in
July, 1956, They were divided into 330 lots and were sold by auc-
tion to thirty-three buyers, mostly dealers. Thus, under the passive
(but always vigilant) eve ol England, the thoughts of Newton were
scattered throughout the four corners of the globe. “The papers were
auctioned piecemeal,” bewailed a scholar. “It must be regretted that
any of them were allowed o leave England.”™ Part of the collec-
tion was acquired by Lord Keynes and is now at Kings College,
England. Another portion was purchased by Professor Abraham
Shalom Yahuda (1877-1951) and is now at the National Library in
Jerusalem. The rest was scattered all over.™ England’s silence at this
outrage is cloquent indeed. Why?

I submit that the failure to preserve Newton's ibrary and manuscripts
was the cffect of religious bias. Newton himself was aware ol the
religious prejudices of his contemporaries and opposed the publication
ol his ll’l;lﬂl.l‘i('!’i]_)l.‘i.:: Efforts were made to prevent the general public

Ser ihid., p. 1.

! bid., p. 6.

“ Melachlan, The Religious Opininns of Milton, Locke, and Newton, p. 172.

" On the major collections of Newton NISS, see: L Bernard Cohen, “Newton,
Tsaac,™ in ACLS Dictionary of Seentific Biography |New York, 1974, p. 94

7 oSee McLachlan, i fsaae Newoton: “Thealogical Manuscripts. p. 2.
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from examining his writings. The volume of those writings was huge.
There are over 1,300,000 words on religious matters in the Portsmouth
collection alone,™ Nane of the material had been published or indexed.
The few who examined the papers were shocked. To protect Newlon’s
“agod name,” the importance of the manuscripts was denied. *“The
Historical and Theological MSS,” ascertained the scholars in charge
of cataloguing the Portsmouth Collection, *

=1

any great value,”™

‘cannot be considered of

Those who would say that England has no sense ol fair play
should not judge harshly. England, it seems, is no less frail than the
rest of us, plain folk, who find it casier w preach than te teach.
Being religiously superior is a serious responsibility, not always easy
to discharge. We all like to think of oursclves as open minded. but
there is a limit. Those [amiliar with the recondite paths crisscrossing
the English ethos know that English etiquette freely excuses acknowl-
edging favors received, but is unforgiving of naughty behavior. It is
mexcusable and boorish not to shell ti-for-tat. Granted. golden boys
have privileges, and England’s favorite son was entitled (o special
treatment. True; to a point. But how in the name of good sense
and good manners can one explain that a genius, of Newton's rank
no less, would prefer? That is inexcusable! As noted by a modemn
student of Newton, no less than a professor ol Histary at a distin-
guished university:

His [Newton’s] future relationship with God was to be an intellecrual
rather than an emotional one, in which Christ. the loving and fore-
giving Redeemer, played a secondary vole. Tt was. . . the omnipotent
Creator, harsh Taskmaster, and imperious Judge of the Old Testament.
who commanded Newton's lifelong attention and obedience.™

What pearls of wisdom! One can only wonder why such a staggering
thought never crossed Newton’s wits! The indignation of a superior
mind is not surprising. This angust scholar could not ignore the fact
that Newton had exchanged a religion of “tolerance™ for “the jealous
Creator of the Old Testament™ Let us hear the full statement. Dis-
posing of the God of Israel simply as Y ... h (a theological cuphemism
that nobody is expected to take seriously, and my Jewish uphringing

H See Andrade, “Newton,” p. 21

A Catalogue of the Partsmouth Coflectum, p, xix.

* Christianson, Jn the Presence of the Ciator, p. 248, For other derogatory remarks,
see ibid., pp. 252, 253, vie O Reflections on Men aid Tdeas, pp. 26, 179,
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disallows me from spelling) he offered the kind of intellectual pro-
bity that only an accomplished historian can pronounce:

Y ... ke as the Hebrews so painfully learned, was anything but a God
ol patient tolerance. Above all else, He had commanded the children
of Isracl. “Thou shalt have no other gods before me.” Nor, despite
the moderating influence of a loving Christ's compassionate entry into
history, did the record show that the jealous Creator of the Old
Testament had experienced a profound change of heart.”!

There is not a grain of cynicism, let alone hypocrisy. These words
capture perfectly the mood and intellectual honesty the academic
world cherishes so much! Any one minimally acquainted with history,
particularly with the treatment of conversos, Native Americans, et al.,
will surely agree with the above “patient tolerance™ and “loving
Christ’s compassionate entry into fistory”™ [italic added] exhibited by
those untouched by the “jealous Creator of the Old Testament,™

Y

The Hebrew Tetragrammaton, what the sages of Isracl refer 1o as
shem: ha-meforash, stands for God ad intra as He is to Himsell™ Since
Judaism postulates Creation ex nthils, any and all ontological relation-
ships between God and whichever of his creations, must be negated,
totally and catcgorically, Thus, essentially and fundamentally, God’s
existence and the existence of everything else are absolutely dissimilar,™

" Chostianson. fn the Presence of the Croator, p. 252,

* For some insights into the savagery and genocide performed by these good
hearted folks, from the perspective of the vietims vather than the aggressor, see José
Faur. “Jews, Chnrersos. and Native Ameticans: The Iherian Experience,” in dnanal
of Rabbinic Judaism 3 (2000), pp. 95-121.

"B, Set. 38a, For some clarifications on this designation, see Louis Gingberg's
note in lsrael Elvos, Philisophical Terms in the Moreh Nebulim (New York, 1924, Pp-
H3-10E Since already in biblical times the Tetagrammaton was vegarded as oo
haly to pronounce, after the first Exile it was replaced by Adomar, Uhis can be gatli-
ered by comparing parallel passages, in. Cluomicles and carly Seripure. During the
Seeond Temple period it was utiered only by the priests when pronouncing the
pricstly blessing and by the high priest during Yom Kippur worship. Out of def-
erence, it was no longer pronounced afier the destruction of the Temple: instead,
Adonai- was said.

' See Gude, 1, 31, 53, 53, 57, 60, ete. CI_José Faur, “The Characier of Apophatic
Knowledge in Maimonides” Guide.” in Dan Cobn-Sherbok, ed.. Theadicy (Tewiston,
1997}, pp. 67-74.
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God 15 “a necessary Being.™™ This means—as R. Manasseh ben
Isvael (1604-1657) explained—"*His inherent, absolute and unconditional
existence.™ God's necessary Being stands in syntagmatic opposition
to everything else, which is only “a possible being.™ It is worthy
of note, that according to Maimonides, the literal meaning of the
Tetragrammaton is, He who “necessarily exists.™ Moses™ first mis-
sion was to transmit this fimdamental doctrine to the elders of Israel,
under the title I am that what I am” (Exod. 3:14). The task of the
mission was clucidated by R. Manassch ben Isvacl:

Shew them [to the elders of Israel] . . . that my Being is within myself,
independent of every other, thﬂvn-m from all other Beings. who are
so alone by virtue |n[| my distibuting it [existence| 1o them, and
mighit not have been nor could actually be such without "

" G, 1, 57, o900 U1 6-T): of. ibid.. 58, p. 92 L G 63, pe 106 (11 20-24), For
a definition of “God™ as *a nevessary Being,” see Mishne Torah, Yesode ha-Turah, 1:1-
¥ Pawsh ha-Mysthmayot, Sanhedein, X, 1, Foundation 1. vol. 4. pp. 210-211; and Jos¢
Faur, Home Mystows: A Guide to Maimomdes™ Gurde for the Peplexed [ Syracuse, 1998,
po 0L In Jewish wadiion (in apposition to Aristatle, see below and n, 87} it has
a double connotation: he is absolutely sell=sufficient, depending on himsell alone
and on nothing clse, while evervihing else depends on him alone. This doctrine is
implicit in Sefadya’s vendivion of Shaddat (Gen, 17:0: Exod. 6280 as a-ta’ig al-kafi,
“the Absolate; the Self-sufficient:™ of, Gude 1, 63, p. 107 (L 6-9 Pensh ha-Mishnayot,
vol, & pp. 211-212; on the werm ar-ta’ty, see ibid., p. 211 Elie Benamozegh, Fm
la-Magre (Leghomy, 1862), val. 3, 18b-19h. propose d that this concept is explicit in
Aqilas’s translation cited in Bewshit Rabba INLVL 1. Teador-Albeck, ed. | Jerusalem,
1963), vol, 1, p, 461]. In support ol this thesis, he cited Naao by, R, Yehiel, ik,
T gy, wln-n- he reports that this term was emploved by Byzantine Jews o trans-
late S‘Imdrlrri Benjamin Musalta, ad loc,, interpreted that Greek term 1o mean “seli-
sullicient,” On plululm,uni grounds, the editor, Alexander Kolue, Akl fa-Shalein
New York, 1878, vol. 1. p. 235, rejected Musatia's interpretation, The value of
\hj.sdhd < cantribution rr\h however, on his keen knowledge of the Ao ov regional,
colloquial speken Greek, rather than on classical texus and dictionaries. This spe-
cralized knowledge is particalarly valuable in our case, sinee the “bukl emphiasized
that It was used in Iln' aral translation of the Torah, To sum up, the idea of God
as o “necessary Being” is a primary Jewish coneept, alveady known w Greek speak-
mg Jews. From them it passec somehow 1o the Arabic of Se fadya, finally acquir-
ing docirinal formulation in Maimonides” writings, On the Aristotelian notion of
“tecessiary existence,” see Faor, Humo Mystiens, pp. 100; 224 0. 39,

The Conetliator, vol, 1, p. 104,

WSee G, 1, 57, p. 90 (1 4-9% 11 Inmoduction, Axioms, 19, 20; chap, 1, p. 172
(L 14257 and R, Joseph b, ]t huda, Dri Ablandlungen, ed. Moritz Lowy [Berlin,
1879, CLL Harry Wollson, The Philosophy of Spinaza, 2 vols, Cambiridge. MA. 1934),
vol, 1. p. 67: and Home Mysticus, pp- 98102

W Ginde, T, GLp. 100 (1 100 Expressing in a single word the three teoses of the
verh “to be™ in Hebrew: thus, signifving, continnous, uninterrupted beingriess, from
ever until ever.

M The Comeiliator, vol. 1 po 103,
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In Scripture, God is occasionally called Adon “Lord,” “Master,”™ in the
specific sense of possessing “Dominmon™ —as in “Lord (Adm) of the
whole earth” (Josh. 3:11, 13; Zech. 4:14, 6:5; Ps. 97:5). From this
substantive derives Adonai, regularly used in Hebrew as an appellative
to “Gaod.” In Seripture, God’s dominion is related to the roor QaNafl,
“making,” as when Eve said on the birth of Cain, “ganifi a person
with God™ (Gen. 4:2), ie., “T have forged a person together with
God.”™ Bearing this sense in mind, the oath pronounced by Abraham
to Melchizedek, “1 have raised my hand [in oath] to the Supreme
God. gone heavens and ecarth™ (Gen. 14:19, 22), acquires precision
and depth, God is acknowledged gone in the double connotation of
Creator/ Lord of the universe.”" It means that God, the Creator, has
Supreme Dominion over all by Right of Creation, This doctrine is
ripe with implications, both theological and political.

The association Dominion/Creation is explicit in Maimonides. When
discussing the title Adonai used by the Hebrews for reading the Tetra-
grammaton, Maimonides explained that it derives from the root Adon.
The final diphthong a (rather than the suffix 7 as m Adonz) indicates
the grammatical absolute construet noun. Accordingly, Adonar stands
for total *Dominion,” without condition or encumbrance.” More
cogent for our present purpose is the fact that “Dominion™ is a func-
tion of gana in a double sense: Creator and thus Lord (Deminus) with
absolute Dominion (Gen. 14:19, 22" Here is what Maimonides says:

Concerning Him it was said 1o have possession (gana) (Gen. 14:19, 22)
over them [Heaven and earth]. becanse He, the most High, has domin-
ion over them [His ereatures] as a Naster has dominion over his

“ See Umberto Cassuto, Fram Adam To Noah [ Jerusalem, 19531 pp. 133-135
Heb.) and Denr. 32:5. CL Prov, % 22, and Se‘adya Ga’on, Mishle, ed. and tans,
Jusepli Qafih { Jerusalem, 19761, p. 77. The enigmiatic aphorism exborting that one
shoulel “gene a friend™ (M, Abot 1:5) means “to [orge™ a friend through amity and
comradeship. rather than hope to find one “ready made.” Incidentally, the above
mentioned verse means that Eve, the first mother of humanity, recognized that par-
ents have only fimited dominion over their children, subsenaent 0 God's. see B
Yely, Sb: Mishne Torah, Mamrim 6:12; unlike pagan society. where parents” dominion
over children s absolute, ¢f. Below. n. 131,

" See CGadde 1L 3, p. 251 {11, 22-25).

M Gide, 1, 61, p. 1000L 20-29), €F Judah ha-Levi, Auzar, TV, 3, Arabic orig-
inal. eds. David H. Baneth and H. Ben-Shammai | Jerusalem, 1977), p: 153 1. 35
a manvlal. O my Lord™ in the sense of “supreme sovereign’ or “governor.” “mas-
ters” the Hebrew transtation. p. 139 (11 1-2) misses the point, This is the root used
by Maimonides i connection o gana: see the quotation below, n. 094

W See iudide 11 30y po 251 (Il 22-25).
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slaves, This is why He is called “Lord (Adan) of all the earth™ and *“the
Lord™ (ha-cAdom), since one cannot be a Master unless having posses-
sion (ginyan).*

Intimately bound up with the idea ol God's absolute Dominion is
that “Creation” must be essentially and fundamentally ex kil This is
why, explained Maimonides. Seripture stipulates that God “bara (*cre-
ated’) the whole world, because according to us, it was created out
of nothing.™ To ascertain this overwhelming principle, Jews proclaim
in the “Amida thrice daily, that God s Qure ha-kal, “Creator/Having
Dominion over Evervthing,” In this respect, God's Dominion is pos-
itively different than that of carthly monarchs. The latter’s claim for
Daminion is based on violence and the might of the sword. God's
Dominon alone is categorical and absoluie, since is based on the
right of Creation. Concerning this focal principle, Abendana wrote:
“Whereas God Almighty is the Lord and Governor of the Universe,
as having by Right of Creation the Supreme Dominion over all
Creatures.™ Tt would be helplul to consider at this point that the
Sepruagint renders Adonar by the Greek legal term Ayrios. This, as
Professor Bickerman observed, is

[a] legal teym meaning the legittmate master of someonc or something,
a word which as a substantive was not used in Greek religious lan-
guage, Ivis simply a literal translation of the Hebrew appellative Adonar
(the Lord), which became in the meantime the standard  pronuncia-
tion of the awe-inspiring Tetragrammatan,””

The doctrine represented by the Tetragrammaton standing for God
as a necessary Being and the doctrine ol God as having absolute
Dominion, represented by Adona. ave interrelated. The point of the
Hebrew Seripture is not merely that God “exists™ (as a metaphysical
postulate) but that he has absolute Dominion over all Creation. Put
differently, only a necessary Being can have absolute Dominion. (Paly-
theism is the imellectual alternative o the above.™ Thus, Maimonides
opened the Mishne Torah with the formulation of these two doctrines
(Yesude ha-Torah 1:1-5). The first paragraph postulates that God alone
exists from eternity and everything depends on him. This postulate

M Gide 11, 30, po 252 0L 6-8 Judah ha-Levi, mentioned above . 92, relers (o
the same verse.

T Geade 10, 30, p. 252 (1 450

I caraes, 2 126.

" Flias Bickermany, From Ezra to the Last of the Maccabees New York, 10621, p, G,

WCE Fauee Homp Misticios, pp. 139-142 and p. 235, n. 8O0,
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constitutes, “The Foundation of Foundations and the Pillar of the
Sciences™ (1:1). It means that everything depends on him (1:2), but
he does not depend on anything e¢lse (1:3). Since everything else
exists conditionally, Seripture established that he alone exists fruly:
nothing else could partake of his level of existence (14, These para-
graphs are followed by a paragraph stipulating God's absolute Domi-
nion. Paraphrasing the biblical formula  Josh. 3:11, 13: Zech. 414,
6:3; Ps. 97:5) quoted above, Maimonides wrote: “That [necessary|
Being is the God of the Universe, Ruler of the whele World™ (1:5).™

Before proceeding I must dispose of a common misconception.
Popular wisdom notwithstanding, for Maimonides the first precept
(misva) of Judaism is not beliel in the “existence™ of God. As argued
by R. Hasdai Crescas (d. ca. 1412), conceptually a misva (precept)
presupposes a mesave or “authority”™ issuing the misva.™ In our case,
this would lead to the absurdity which, subsequent to believing in
the existence of the Supreme Authority God (issuing the misia)l, we
are prescribed to believe that he evists! Rather, as per the Arabic
original of Maimonides™ Sefer ha-Muszot, the precept consists in “acknowl-
edging [God’s] ar-rabbubiyya.”""" Like many such terms, this, too,
entered the Arabic religious lexicon via Judeo-Aramaic; in our case
the Aramaic rab translating the Hebrew Adon. Accordingly, the first
misva consists in “acknowledging God’s Dominion.”™ For that rea-
son, immediately after formulating the doctrine that God is ruler of
the whole world (1:3). Maimonides continues: “And acknowledge-

“ Maimonides chose the expression “Ruler of the whole Earth™ our of stvlistic
considerations: see the anonyinons Poush ad loc. printed in the standard editions,
It refers to the “mhubitants of the carth,” and it parallels the Turgical formula “King
ol the Universe.”

™ This point was raised by Hasdai Creseas, Or ba-Shom (Offset Editon, Tel-Aviv,
19635 3a. R Grescas did not have the foggiest idea whint Maimonides was talking
about, In several of my writings | paint oot that with the triumph of the anti-
Maimonidean ideology. Jewish thinkers were clogser o Christian theologians than
to the rabbis or Seripuire.

M Mairmomdes, Avabic text off Sefer Jie-Miszal, Joseph Qabily, ed. ( Jersalem, 1971
positive prevept # 1, p. 58, This term appears once at the heginning of the: para-
weaph. “acknowledging [God's] ar-rabibubiypa.” and onee av the end, cope luding tha
indecd the frst commandiment consists in “acknowledging (God's| arsabliuhiyia” see
textual variants, n. 6. (Qafh’s translation is faulty], It appears also i ibid., Principle
IX, po 32, see below, n, 107, For a further analysis, see Jos¢ Faur, Studies i the
Mistne Torah | Jevusalem, 19780 Heb. ), pp. 159-160: ane idem. *Ihtuitive Knowledge
of God in Medieval Jewish Theology,™ in Favish Quarterly Revige 67 (1976-19771, pp.
O0-110, Cf below. w. 104,

"My friend, the late Professor EY Kuseher, 16 ords and Ther Hlistery | Jerasalem,
1961, p. 31, dismissed the popular association of the Latin Dominus with the Hebrew
Adon. He s anly partially corvect, For the Romans, dommus was semantically and
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ment of this [Hebrew demonstratve pronoun, singular: ze] matier
is a positive precept™ (1:61. It may be of some interest to note that
m the course of explaining Gen. 28:20, Maimonides” son, R. Abraham
(1186-1237) reports in the name of his father: “Far be it from the
faithful —even if he would be the lowliest of the children of Jacoh—
to accept God’s Dominion (rabbubiyyatihi) only conditionally.”'"™
Concerning the biblical basis for the first precept. Maimonides
cites T am God elohefha”™ [rom the First Commandment (Exod. 20:2).
This point deserves to be explained. Rather than simply assuming
that elohekha is a tautology. as is often done, and anslating it “your
God™ (accordingly, the first message ansmitted by God o Israel is
a redundancy: T am God vour God™), in Judeo-Arabic tradition this
term is translated rabbak “your Master,” i.e., someone with a-rabbubiyya
over you."" Bearing this in mind, Maimonides™ sense is clear: the
First Commandment does not come to establish “T am God,” but,
rather, I am God elofickha.” that is, mbbak, “with Dominion over
you."" God's Dominion is absolute and indivisible."" Accordingly, the

linguistically linked w domus, “house, domiciles”™ see Emile Benveniste. Ido-European
Language and Society (Coral Gables, 1969, p. 245, The semantic field of Domimiy, par-
ticularly as it appears in Christian texts and ecclesiastical Latin (hut oot exclusively),
is not Roman bu the Jewish Ribbon/ Adon, 1o the form rab i stands in Tabmyedic
liperature for the tide “scholar, master,” having authority 1o wansmit aned render legal
decisions (hence the modern “rabbi™. It may be of some interest o Latinists 10
note- that under the influence ol the Jewish rab, domony was wsed in Medieval Latin
i the sense of “legal expert:” see the tesits aired in Herman Kantorowicz and Beryl
Smalley, “An English Theologian’s View of Romwan Law,” in Medioa! and Renaissanee
Stuelies 1941, pp. 241, 247,

M Perush R Abrakane, RS, Sasoon, ed. (London, 19581, p. 88 (Heb..

Y important o recall that eloak with or without a sulfix, e, elofiokha, elo
e, s mot - mere synonvin but one out of the seven appellatives of the God of
Isvacly see Mishue Torak, Yevade ha=Torah G:1-3, ew with a specific aned singular gon-
notation. Invariably, when it réfaes 1o the God of lsraél; Se‘adya ranslates i b
bak, see. for example, his translation of Exod. 13:26: 2002, 6, 9, 11, ete. Lev. 2:15;
18210 149:12; 21:8, ewe. However., when the verse vefers 1o pagan deity, he tiais-
laves it mahudak. “vour [objeet o] worships” see Gen. 31:32,

" The same idea is found in ibn Ezr Yesod Mora, Joseph Cohen and Uriel
Simon, eds. Ramat-Gan, 2002), VL 10, p. 142 (0L 106-107), who wrote that the
first precept is for the individual o accept God as elohar, of. editors” note, ad loc.
The source of this definition is Rabhinic. In Y. Ber, 1310, 3¢, the expression “Fam
God, dohekfia”™ i the Tirst commandment s equated witli dlofonu an the beginning
of the Stemd’, the purpose of which, according 1o the M, Ber. 2:2, i “acknowl-
edging the Kingdom.” Le.. Dominton, “of Heaven.” "This passage appears in Hilkhot
ha-Yerushalmi le-he-Rambam, Saul Licherman, ed, (New. York, 1947, p. 21. Lieberman
was unaware of the precise connotation af these terms; see his note ad loc., and
therelore eould not come 1o, grips with the meaning of the above or the reason
why Mlaimonides needed W include it in his compendivm of the Yerushalmi,

M And nor shared with any ercature, ¢f, David Qambi, on Is. 42:0.




236 JOSE FAUR

Second Commandment does not come to prohibit polytheism but,
as per Se‘adya’s translation, 1o attribute God’s rabbubiyya to some-
one else."” The apostasy of the golden call was not because these
people believed in another God: they apostatize, rather, because by
declaving “This is elohekha, O Israell™ (Exod. 52:4, 8)—Scadya’s trans-
lation: “this is rabbak O lsrael!™— they auributed dominion to something
other than God."" It would be apportune to point out here that the
Shema® is not merely an affirmation that there is only one God, but,
rather, that “God elohenu is One God™ (Deut. 6:4). In Seadva’s trans-
lation: “Hear O Israel, that God iabbana— having Dominion over
us —is one God,” i.c.. no one clse can claim Dominion but him.'™

A semantically cognate term, but not identical 1o Adon and Ribbon,
is the Rabbinic maniig. It has several meanings. As a verh, its primary
sense is “to conduce.” “to move or keep in motion,” a beast (as in
M. BAML 122, ete.). It also means to “manage,” “to guide.” as with
the pillar of fire guiding and protecting Israel in the desert [T Sot.
11:1), and a parent guiding and protecting his child (Y. Qid. L 7.
Gla, ete.). As a substantive, mankiz stands for “governor,” “political
leader.™"" Occasionally, the rabbis apply this term to God. in the
quality of mankig of the world."" In these two senses Maimonides
applies the title Mankig 1o God. First, God conduces and gives motion

T Nee Sefadva’s vanslation of Exod. 3204, 8. CL Sefer ha=Miseot, Arabic text,
po 18T similarly, ibide. Principle IX, p. 32: Maimonides ilustrates an intellectual
sun®™ as i one were to attribute mhbubiyra 1o someone besides God (Qalil’s trans-
lation in both places is fauly), Likewise, in his son’s commentary, Perush Ko Abraham,
p. 315, the Second Commuandment comes o prohibit awributing God's mbbubiya 1o
someone else, The source of this nterpretation is Rubbinic: According to the M. San.
7, Sacknowledaling™ e megebbel ) an idol or a ri:-ily as elaah constites “aboda zara,”
éven il no ritual was pefbrmed: see B Sane 61a, Mishwe Torak. Ahoda ,:r:m 1
and Jos¢ Faur. “Performative and Deseriptive Utterances in Jewish: Law. Arve
Edrei. eel., Studies i Jewnsh Lane e Fonoy of Professor Aaron. Rarsehenbaum | Dine /tmn[ 20-
21, ST60-5761, pp. 101-121, especialle pp. 108-110 [Heh.),

1 Aecording to Judal la-Levi, Kizar. 1 97, pp. 33-36; Arabic oviginal, pp. 29-
32, the children of Tsrael neither worshipped the golden call’ nor “negated [God's
wotal] rabbubiyya:” Arabic urig’i‘rml p. 3000 185 of dbid., p. 29 (L 185, and 1V, 13
pe 168 (L 95 the Hebrew, po 34 0L 24) s fauley. bue dind.. po 33 (L 24, and IV,
15, p- 17401 5] vorreotly u uuLmd riliboitit. '

I Tliis is consistent with the rabbis” interpretation of the Shena® mentioned dhove,
1. V05,

" Debarim Rabiba (Licherman), Shofetim X pp. 88-890 Bendbear: Rablia XX, 4 (Vilna
edition, 83d: ibid. XX, 2, 88c: Deborin Rabba N, 8 (Vilna edition), 110¢.

U See Breshie Rakba XXXIX, 1. ovol 1o po 363; Debarm Rabba (Vilna cdition
IX. 9. 117c. Thus, the common Judeo-Arabic expression Alla yiudabber. “God shall
lead.” inchicaring that Goel, as Supreme leader, will take charge,
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to the cosmic sphere, nol as the mechanical prime mover, but as a
supreme political leader in charge of all his subjects L.‘\lﬂhl(‘. mudah-
bir, Hebrew: manhig)."” To dispel any suggestion of some point of
contiguity (cither ontological or spatial) between God, Markig, and
the Universe, Maimonides compares God's ruling ol Creation to a
skipper, but not exactly:

The relation of God o the Universe is the relation of a skipper 1o his
boat. This, however, is not an exact comparison or true simile. Rather,
we only intended 1o indicate that God guides (Avabic: mudabbar, Tibbon:
manhig: whatever exists, It intends o imply that He awards to it [His
creations] contiguity [both spatial and tme] and preserves their proper
order.'!

This fundamental doctrine was incorporated in the Mishne Toral (Yesode
ha-Torah 1:3); *The God ol the Universe and Ador of the whole carth
is Manhig the (cosmic) sphere with a boundless and uninterrupted
might,”""" Patriarch Abraham, in Hebrew intellectual tradition, is not
the first monotheist, but the first 1o have discovered that the One
and Only God actually is the “Mandig moving the (cosmic) sphere.™ "
The source is Rabbinic. The rabbis report that given the lack of

UG Fedhuba 322, Consistently, Samuel ibn Tibbon identifies the Arabic mud-
abbir, “political leader,” in the Cade with the Hebeew manlug, see Gady 1, 38, p. 93
1220, eree As with many othier technical terms, the Avibic pudabbit come [rom the
JudensAramaic, in our vase debar, “to guide;” sve, for example Targem on Gen. 2015,
FIL. 20004, 3104, e, This applies even when an angel, Exad. 14:149, 21, or
God, Deut. 2004, s guiding, As a substantive, dabbar means “political leader,” see
B. San. 8a, [In both cases; as aoverb or substantive, the oot DBR iy connevied
with the Hebrew DBR, “speech.” “word.” "This is the place o poitt out that the
Hebrew mankiy indicates, not only someone who guides. divectly without an inter-
mediate agent or cause, but also someone assuming responsibility and supervising
what is taking place; see, Tor example, Debarim Rabba IX, 9 Vilna edition), 117¢.
God exercises b guidance and providence variously by means ofangels and other
agents while still vemaining absolute Lovd and ddom: see Gude, 11, 6, Indecd, “vou
will not el e all an action: excouted by Gaod excepr through an angel,” ibid..
pe 182 0L Ve see The Contetleator, volo 1oopp. 200-261 L Grde 1110, . 186 (1 29)
%, and below, n. 114

" Gadde 1. 58, p. 9% (1L 20-23,

UECE ML BML 152, B B 8090, and Madhme Torah, Cezela 17:5: owmerslip of
a heast goes to the mankig, e the person controlling the beast’s movements — nol
1o the person mounting or holding it This is consistent with the first blessing of
the ¢yve ning S’ jproc laiming that God mafard arabun by his word, Le, as a llfml'ug-
For the precise connotations of mankig, see Mishne Torah, Shibhat 20:6, Kil'ayyin %:7:
and Faur, “Pedformative and Deseriptive: Utterances in Jewish Law.” pp. T12-1 14
CL Below, n. 144,

il Ui\hnr Tovalt, Ahoda Jara 123 L 38 and L 34 Gude 11 19, pp. 216 (1L 23-
217 c AL 0S8, pe 198 L 28-300: cf. Sefadya and ibn ‘Eza on Deut. 33:26.
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homogeneity and uniformity of astral bodies,"" Abraham concluded:
“Unless [the celestial bodies] have a mankig they could not [move]
in this fashion! |Therefore| it would be inappropriate to worship
them, rather [we should worship) their Mankig™'"" God/Manhig is a
key, elementary concept. In the intellectual apparatus of Israel there
is no cogent difference between an atheist postulating that “there is
no God™ and another postulating “that the world has no Mankig™
hoth fall into the first class of minim (heretics). Noticeably, to the sec-
ond class of mimim belong not those ascertaining the existence of
more than one deity but those positing “that there is a Manfug, hut
they are two or more.”'"

The modern emphasis on biblical “monotheism™ misses the point.
Seripture does not come to teach a metaphysical axiom but, rather, that
the One and Only necessary Existent, Creator of Heaven and earth
and everything else has absolute Dominion over his Creation.™" It
means, that in the quality of absolute Master, he issues musvol “pre-
cepts™—a series of laws regulating all the aspects of the spiritual and
political life of his subjects.” To stress this fundamental doctrine,
Jewish law requires that a blessing should not enly be addressed to
“our God.” but alse should spell out: “King of the Universe.”™* The
holidays of Rosh ha-Shana and Yom Aippur are to remind us that God in

|19

I See below. n. 1L

1T Medrash Haggadol. Genesis, N Margulies, ed. | Jerusalem. 1967}, pp. 210-211.
In a parallel wxi, ibid,, p. 205 (1. 3 ddon. As indicated by the editor, a similar
passage s found in the Geniza fragments published by Jacob Mann, The Bible as
Reaid and Preached in the Old Synagopue, vol. | [New York, 1971, Hebrew Section, pp.
39-60. Obviously this bears on the whole concept of divine providence; see Couide
I, 17, p. 335 (L 8=11): 23, especially pp. 360 1. 10361 (L 6.

" Nishme Torah, Teshuba 3:7. Cf Guide 1, 75, p. 94 (1 2329y 111, 17, p. 335
I, 8-110

W Claetly onoa priort grounds and intellectual bias, “Biblical monotheism™ s ana-
lyzed according (o Greek, more specifically Hellenistic, ideology, with fureseeable
results; [ one were o add (o it the notion ol “ethical™—a term antithetical 1o misa
and hatakha— neither the rabbis lexicon nor Seriptinve have o semantie equivalent
to “ethics™, and then go on to examine “Biblical Ethical Monothesm.” the con-
elusions will be confusing, at best. It is as if one were to assume that “apples™ in
Judaism are “hanapas™ and then go on w demonstrate that the biblical concept of
this fruit is fawed. See, lowever, the valiant atiempt of V. Nikiprowerzy, in “Ethical
Monotheism,” in Daedalus 104 (1975, p- (940}

MOOF Judaly ha-Leviy Auzar, 1V, 15, p. 174 Arabic original, David H. Baneth
and H. Ben-Shammai. cds, | Jerusalem, 1977, p. 168 (1 9).

“U Including the Seven Noahide Précepts for non-Jews: see José Faur, =S Ta
Navton,” seevion 11, in Gorge K. Hasselhof and Oulvied Fraisse, eds., Moses Maimonides
1138-1204), lortheaming.

LB, Ber, 400; Y, Ber: 920, 1 dy Mishne Toraly Beraklit 1:5.
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the quality of King, not only has the right to judge “all the inhabitants
of the world™™ but alse to remiss their sins."”"* For the purposes ol
the present discussion, it may not be superfluous to point out that
a most common designation for “God” in Rabbinic literature and
Jewish Liturgy is Ribbono shel “Olam, “Master™ or “Ruler of the Universe.”
As mentioned earlier, Ribbon is the Avamaic translation of Adon.
Correctly understood, the Hebrew hymn Adon *Olam, sung through-
out Jewish synagogues, is a most eloquent testimony of Isracl’s faith
in God’s Dominion, both universal and personal."” Finally, the escha-
tological vision of Israel for the universal kingdom of God expresses
Isracl’s hope that eventually the whole of humanity will recognize
God as their Supreme King (rather than the king as Supreme God).

Monolatry, the worship of God according to his misvol, is the nec-
essary corollary to God’s Dominion. The rabbis understood this well.
Pointedly, they taught that the purpose of the first portion of the
Shema™—the most important of all Jewish prayers —is not to declare
his existence—but “to acknowledge the authority of the Kingdom of
Heaven.” Consequently, the purpose of the second portion of the
Shema* is “to acknowledge the authovity of the miseat™ (M. Ber. 2:2),
The “holiness™ that the Jew seeks is not something akin to the cos-
mic sacrality of pagan religions,”" but, specifically, gedushal ha-misvol
“a sacrality that is awarded by God to the faithful for having fulfilled
his precepts.”" To ascertain this principle, upon the performance
of a miswa a “blessing™ is pronounced.™ It consists of Tour small seg-
ments. An invocation addressed o God (“Blessed are You God”),
followed by an announcement that he is “King of the Universe,”

See Mo RoHL 1520 B R.HL 1Gb: Mistine Tasah, Teshuba 3:1, +.

5 See M. Yoma 8:9 and George Foore Moore, Judaivm, Cambridge. Mass.
1966). val. 3, pp. 150-151, _

15 There is a beantif] English wanslation of this hymn with notes in Joseph H.
Hertz, Daily Prayer Biok (New York, 1963) pp. 356-537. Other hymns were mod-
cled alier i, the most poputar ol wineh is Ye Ribbon “Alam by Isvacl Najara,

1 See Vaur, Homo Mysticus, p- %2 idéms “Anu=-Maimonidean Demons.” pp. 46-
b O Peashe R Abraham. p. 302,

5 See Mekhulte de-R. Shon‘on bay Volat, J.N. Epstein. and LZ. Melamed, eds.
Jerusalem, 19550, on Exod. 196, p. 139 (1L 22-24000 and Sifie Bemselbar, FLS. Hovovite,
ed. | Jerusalem, 1966), #1153, p. 127 1L 7-125 This is what Josepli. B. Shab. 552
meant when he rughy thay “sanctiy™ may not be “absorbed™ from: the sunctity at
the Temple but must be acquired dynamically by fllilling gavenn) the Tarah.

1 The ordginal sense of “hlessing™ (how could a haman bles Tis maker?!! has heen
lost. For an accurate understanding of the Hebrew “blessing.” see Jos¢ Faur, “Delo-
cutive Expressions in the Hebrew Liiegy.™ in dncient Smedivs in Memaory of Elias Bicker
man (The Jowrnal of the Ancient Near Fastern Socivdy)s w6l 1617 (19841985 pp. 41-54,
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i.e., the One having total Dominion over everything, The third seg-
ment ascertains that (consequently) he had “awarded us sanctity with
his precepts,” concluding, “and prescribed us. . .* spelling out the
specific precept about to be fulfilled. Conversely, biblical “idolatry”
is not just worshipping idols, as per popular wisdom, but. as taught
by the rabbis: ‘aboda zara, an “alien,” non-misoa “worship,” ecither
because the ritual was not actually prescribed (see Lev. 10:1) or
because the individuals performing the rital were not charged with
this responsibility (see Num. 16:17-17:3). This type of “worship™ is
repudiated totally and absolutely as “aboda zara and it constitutes a
supreme act ol defiance to his Dominion camouflaged as religion.'™
The biblical ideal of God as Supreme King (instead of king as
Supreme God) is more political than theological.”™ We may add
that, correspondingly, God alone can claim Dominion over humankind
by Right of Creation: ex mihilo. Throughout antiquity there were
" some of whom are mentioned in Scripture with
deference.'™ However, not a single pagan thinker is known to have
expressed the belief that the One and only God has absolute Dominion
over his creatures—and not the local monarch!™ A principal corol-
lary of biblical monotheisim is rejection of a ruler with absolute sov-
ereignty. Hence, the gross antipathy towards the God of Israel,
peculiar to dictators, megalomaniacs, and aspiring intellectuals.

pagan monothetsts,

B See Faur, Homo Mysticus, pp. 10-11.

" Medrash Hagoadol, Genesss, . 205 (11 15-16 Nimrod tells Abvalam: “Don’t yois
know that T am ddon of everything there is? That by iy command) the Sun. the
Moon, and the stars and constellations move! 1 created the entire Universe!”

Y There s an excellent eollection of articles on pagan. monotheism, edited by
Polymnia Nihanassiadi and Nlichael Frede, Pagan Monothersm in Late Antiguity /Oxforel,
19449 This is why the concept of “Dominion™ in pagan lore is paternal or polit-
cal. but not divine; see Thowas Hobbus, Lavathan. chap, 20,

“osve Meshne Lok, Abodee Jave 1520 (. 30-311 of. Permesh B Abvahin, e 302

" Unlike Hananiah, Mislael, Azarali, and countless Jewigh vietims who  saied
“No!"™ to their local Pharaoh, The ideology ol anti-Semiism s more political tyan
“relighous.™ For some ingights, see Jose Fanr, “On Mavyrdom in Jewish Law:
Miaimomides. and Nahmanides,”™ in Menortal Viline & Hona of Prof. NS, Fetdblonm
Ramal-Gan, forthcoming). especially section 1 Heh, .

M Some Jews inanuguity rejected all wpes of aathority and refused o acknowl-
edge a human as despites’ (= dominus, “mastery” sve Josephus, Jacih Antigatio Loch
Classical Libraryl, XVIL 23, vol. 9, p. 22, (Incidentally. there is no conpection
between the aboye sect memtioned by Josephus aind ahe N Yad, 6:7. i fine
Obviously. this will lead 1o total anarchy and therefore never became part of the
political ideology of lsracl, which revognizes sovereignty under the Taw,
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It has been lamented that “litde trace of true Christian feeling”™ s
present in the Prncipia.'™ In what follows we will show that Newton
incorporated the Jewish doctrine of God’s Dominion in the “General
Scholium™ 1o the Prncipia:

[W]e admire him (God) for his perfection; but we reverence and adore
him on aceount of his dominion: for we adore him as his servams;
and a god without dominion, providence. and final causes. is nothing
else bhut Fate and Nawre. Blind metaphysical necessity, which is certainly
the same always and everywhere, could produce no variety of things."™

Reading the following paragraph in Latin, one would get the impres-
sion that somehow Newton was trying 1o link the concept of Dominus
(Dominion) with Deus (God)—something that linguistically makes no

sense.' It seems, however. that although writing in Latin, Newton,
in the footsteps of Maimonides, was connecting Adon “Lord™ with

Adonai."™ Here is what Newton wrote:

[Flor God [ie.; Hebrew Adonai] bs a relative word, and has respeet o
servants: and Deity 1s the dominion of God not over His own body,
as those imagine who faney God w be the soul of the world, but over
servants, The supreme Gorl is a Being eternal, infinite, absolutely per-
feet; but a being, however perfect, withont dominion, cannot be said
to be Lord God; for we say, my God, vour Gad, the God ol fyael,
the God of Gods, and Lord of Lovds; we do not say, my Eternal,
your Eternal, the Eternal of foael, bur every Lord is nor a God. It is
the dominion of a spiritual being which constitutes a God: a true,
supreme, ar imaginary dominion makes a true, suprenie, or imaginary
God. And from his true dominion it [ollows that the e God is a
living. intelligent, and powerdul Being; and, rom his other perfections,
that he is supreme. or most perfect. He s eternal and infinite, omnipo-
rent and ommiscient; that is, his duration reaches from eternity 1o eter-
nity: his presence from infinity 1o infinity; he governs all things, and
knows all things that e or can be done™

P Glorgio de Santillana, “Newton the Emgma” inc s Refloetians on Men and Ideas

(Cambridee; Mass., 19687, p. 26,
Principin, wran, by N Mowe and revised by I Cajory, 2 vols (Berkeley, 1934,

vol. 2, p. 3406

U7 Narurally, the English vanslior of Pancpne, p. 5H. note an the Dottom of the
page, assumed that Newton was thinking of the Favin D Domintien. Since there
i e lingoistic relationship between these Latin terms, he suggested that perbups
“the Laun word Dae [devives] from the doabic die. . owhiely signifies Lord.”

Y See above, n. 94,

Priveipaa. pp =540,
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According to Maimonides, God’s Dominion is inherent to the idea
of God as a necessary Being. This doctrine, too, was incorporated
in the “General Scholiun.™ All agree, wrote Newton, “that the
Supreme God exists necessarily.” He then goes on to describe God
as “a Being necessarily existing.™ ™ Given that only God is a necessary
Being, nothing could be coeval with him; i.e., “creation™ is essentially
and fundamentally ex pifilo. Nlaimonides maintained that “causality,”
“necessity,” as well as all the physical laws are the effect, not the
source of “ereation.”™ Henee, the laws ruling the universe do not
apply to God."" The preceding prectudes identifying God as a force
imminent i nature, acting as “the soul™ of the world."* *“This Being.”
wrote Newton, “governs all things, not as the soul of the world, but
as Lord over all.™'"

Fundamental to the doctrine of God as a “necessary Being,” is the
beliel’ that he acts not mechanically but as a Mankig, that is, as a
willful, free agent. Maimonides pointed to the uneven distribution of
celestial matter as well as the dissimilar motions of astral bodies, as
an indication of choice and design, rather than necessity.'"" The
chain of cause and effect, observed Newton, will eventually lead us
“to the very first Cause, which certainly is not mechanical:™"" the
planetary system is “the Effect of choice™ exercised by God."™" Even
though Gaod had created a perfectly mechanical universe, he acts as
“a voluntary Agent.”™™ *['T'|he Motions which the Planets now have,”
wrote Newton to Richard Bentley (1682-1742), “could not spring from
any natural Cause alone, but were impressed by an intelligent Agent.™"
Roger Cotes (1682-1716) further developed this theme in the “Preface

Y Prncipia, tans, by A, Motte and ed. by Florian Cajori (Berkeley, 1962, vol.
2, p. 546,

h See Guide, 1. 560 ef. ibid., 35 (8212 63, p. 106G (L 10-13% On the designation
ol God as “First Clause,” see ibid., I, 69 snd Faur, Fome Mysheus, pp. 89-94,

W G, 170, o I8 L, 22267 11, 29, p. 375 (1 22-25), On this fundamen-
tal concept. see Plilo. The Sperial Laws, 1 18 (Loeb Classical Library, val. 7. p. 109,

U Prmapia, p. 30 of, Isaac Newton, Opticks (New York, 1952, based on the
Fourth Edition, London, 17300, Qu. 31, p. 103,

W See Gude 11, 19, G above n Lo, This doctrine is the theme of the frst
blessing of the Evening Shema of. above n. |14

Y Opticks, Qu. 28, p. 369,

W Opticks, Qu. 31, p. 402, CL Guide 11, 200 pp. 218 (L 25219 (1. 20, and Faur,
Homo Mystieus, pp. 112-115.

" S Letters o Bentley,” T, reproduced in [ Bernard Cohien, ed., fage Newton's
Papers & Letters On Natwral Philosophy (Cambriclge: Mass., 19581, p. 282

T Ibicl, po 2804
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to the Sccond Edition™ ol the Princgea (1713) and attacked those
who deny that the world “was caused by the will of God.” attributing
it to “some necessity.” There is “not the least shadow of necessity™
compelling the Creator. “Without all doubt this world,” he declared.
“could arise from nothing but the perfectly clear free will of God
directing and presiding over all.” Maimonides discerned in the anatom-
ical and physiological arrangements. evidence of God's exquisite care
and providence,"” God's wisdom and management exhibited “in an
ant or a hee,” remarked R. Judah ha-Levi (ca, 1071-1141), “is no
less wondrous and subtle than his wisdom and management of the
sun and its sphere.™™ In the same vein, Newton wrote:

Can it be by aceident thae all birds, beasts, and men have their right
sidde and lelt side alike shaped (except in their bowels); and just two
eves, and no more, on either side of the face; and just two cars on
either side [ol] the head: and a nose with two holes: and either two
forelegs or 1wo wings or two arnis on the shoulders, and two legs on
the hips, and no more? Whenee arise this uniformity in all their ou-
ward shapes but from the counsel and contrivance of an Author?"™

Maimenides saw in the biological designs. particularly the eye, evi-
dence of God's Providence and Guidance. On the basis ol Psals
94, he argued:

A [God| would be impervious to the theory of sight, how did these
instruments which are essential for sight came abow? Could one envi-
sion that by mere chanee it came 1o pass that a transparent humor
was produced, and beneath it another humor similar w it, and beneath
it @ cevtain membrane which by mere chance contains a perforation,
and that underneath that membrane came about a ransparent memn-
hrane which [by pure chance] is solid? By way of conclusion: could
an intelligent person envisage, that the humors (making up) the eye,
the membranes and nervous [system] that as it is well kiown, are so
ingeniously planned-— all of which designed 1o meet a single functon
[sight] —came about by mere chanee? No! But, (then he would pro-

Y Coeide, 110,12, po 52201 28) f

S Rzard 11, 17, ed. and irans. By Y. Even Shmpel (Tel-Aviv, 1999, p. 112;
cf. ibid., L 68, p. 212 TV, 25, po 1z and V. 20 ik p. 228 see Guide 11, G, p: 183
(1 11-25), The Augari was translated into Latin by Johannes Bustorl and published
in 1660,

U Memuirs of the Lafe, Writings, wnd Discovevies of Sir Tsuae Newton. vol. 2, pp. 347-
348; oL MeLachlan, Sir Baac Newton: Theologeeal Manssenpts, pp. 48-4 of. Opticks. Ou.
31, pp. 369-370.
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pose) necessarily that it is a design of nature, as put forward by every
physician and philosopher!™ [But] don’t all philosophers agree that
nature has neither intelligence nor direction?!™

A similar view was echoed by Newton:

Whence is it that the eyes of all sorts of living ereatures are trans-
parent to the very bottam and only transparent skin and within rans-
parent humors, with a crystalline lens in the middle and a pupil before
the lens, all of them so finely shaped and fitted for vision that no artist
can mend them? Did blind chance know that there was light and what
was its refracuon, and fit the eves of all creatares afier the most curi-
ous manner o make use of 2 These and such like considerations
always have and will prevail with mankind o believe that there is a
Being who made all things and has all things in his power."™

Given that God’s existence is utterly different from anything eclse.
Maimonides rejected all manners of anthropocentric theology,'™
Consequently, every form of anthropomorphisms and positive attrib-

utes are wrong and illegitimate.”™ The same with Newton:

Y This s precisely what ancient pagans and atheists argued; see above, nn, 142-
143, The modern anti-crcationist theory s just a teliash of the old pagan belief in
a certain organizing loree fherent 1o nature, which organizes and directs. Conceptually,
their most important contribution is that instead ol referving w0 it as “spirit” or
“soul™ (terms denounced as herenicall, itis now “seientifically”™ designated “random.”
This very notion of “nature” was rejected by Nieto in his famous sermon: see Faur,
Giolden Doves, pp. 19-27. See the following note.

U Gy, TIT, 19, po 346 1L 11222 The Jewish position on this matier was cogently
formulated by Elic Benamozeghs see José Faur. “The Hebrew Species Goncept and
the Origin ol Evolution: R. Benamozegh's Response 1o Darwin,™ in Rassegna Menstle
dit frael 63 (19975 pp. 43-66. According 1o the ani-Creationist dogina, positing total
randomness (0 it s not “oal™ it could oot be “random™), even il a color TV set
were found in some remote astral spot, ogether with insoruction in French and
English. it would prove absolutely nothing about extra-terrestnal intelligence, since
the design of a TV apparatus s mbmitely less complex than the design of a single
cell, Upon considerntion, assuming their theory of total randomness, the papers and
works prodice by these luminaries could also be regarded tie result of Blind ehanee
there s less probability Tor the random production of a single petal of 4 rose than
for some af the hodgepodge parading under the cloak of “seience:™ see Jeremy
Camphbell, Granunatical Man \New Yok, 1982, po 16; Faur, Golden Deees, pp. 18:27,
5960, For o full examination of this problem, see Ludwig von Bertalanlly. General
Sestem “Theany: [ New York; 1968).

P Memoirs of the Life, Wrifings, and Discoreries of Sir Lswae Nowton; vol. 2, p. 348, CLL
Opicks. Qu. 28, pp. 369-370.

0 See Faur, Homa Mysticus, pp. 33, 89-90, 121-123,

1 See Guide, 1, 51, 33, 35, 57, 60, ete. José Faur, “The Character of Apophatic
Krnowledge in Mainjonides” Guide,” i Dan Cohn-Sherbok, ed., Theadicy [ Lewistoi,
1997, pp. 67-74.
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Whenee also he is all similar, all eye, all ear, all brain, all arm, all power
to' perecive, 1o understand, and o act; but in a mauner not at all
human, in a manner not at all corporeal, in a manner utterly unknown
to us. As a blind man has no idea of colors, so have we no idea ol the
manner by which the all-wise God perceives and inderstands all things.
He is utterly void of all body and bodily figure, and can therefore nei-
ther be seen nor heard nor touched; nor ought he o be worshiped
under the representation of any corporeal thing, We have ideas of his
atiributes. but what the real substance of anyvthing is we know
not . .. much less, then, hiave we any idea of the substance of God.'™

Not only are God's pereeptions and actions unlike those of man, but
his “knowledge™ also is utterly dissimilar o ours. Therefore, Maimonides
submitted that God's ommiscience and omnipresence are not intrusive
to human beings, and we remain free even though God has pertect
[orcknowledge of our actions.”™ Similarly, Newton remarked: *God
suffers nothing from the motion of bodies; bodies find no resistance
from the omnipresence ol God.”"™ Given that God's existence is dis-
similar to ours, Maimonides concluded that it is impossible to have
direct knowledge of him,"!" but only indirectly through his creations. ™
Likewise, Newton wrote that, *We know him only by his most wise
and excellent contrivances of things, and final causes.™™ Although
it is impossible to have an immediate knowledge of God, Maimonides
maintained that one can draw near him through the understanding
of his creations.™ Similarly, Newton wrote that when he developed
the Principia, “1 had an Eye upon such Principles as might work with
considering Men for the Beliel of a Deity.”™""

FOn the metaphor of the blind man, ol Maimonides, Perush ha-Mishnayot,
Sanhedrin: X, 1 vol 4, po 200,

B Prfneipaer, pp. 345-546. CL Mishae Toral, Yesode ba-Torah 2:10: On God’s knowl-
cdge. see the quotation from Maimenides, in e lollowing note,

U Nt Torah, Testatba 5:5: b Yexode fra=Toraft 19, 2:10, and Faar. Hong Myseens,
pp 9340 On God's omnipresence, see José Faur, “God as o Writer: Omnipresence
and the Art of Dissimulation,”™ in Reficon and Ditelleotual Lafe 6 (19897, ppe 31-43.

W Principia, p. 345,

Y Grade TTT, 200, po 3030 (UL 154293 of! |, 57-58.

U Gl L 3. e 5O B0 see T, pe 1260 (1 25-270 110, 51, pe 456 L 51 fE

" Pranapia; pe 546

T his kind of koowledge, owever, does uon lead wo the ulimate knowledge of
God See Caude 111, 51, po 455 L 28 (L

e sLeter [ oto Richard Bentlev.™ in Baar Nawdons Papers & Lallers on Natural
Phitosaph, p. 2005 cf, Opticks, On, 31, pp. 4051086, Maimonides (as well as the English
pirtussy . believed thar there are no contradictions between physics and Scripture and
thiat the stidy of seience is mdispensable Tor the proper understanding ol the God
of Seripture: see Mishne Tarah, Yesode ha-Torah 223 Guide 1, Ao b ibid,, 71 end :
1, 28, p. 373 (L 16-22),
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Vil

Basic to linguistic knowledge is the faculty of syntagmatic opposition
between the speaking subject (*17) and the addressee (“you™).

Dominion, in Hebrew intellectual wadition, is a fundamental dimen-
sion of humankind. Adam, so it seems, was the first humanoid o have
been created in “the image of God” (Gen. 1:26). Unlike evervthing
else, this creature alone had the singular ability of self~consciousness,
Incisively, the Aramaic version associates this faculty with the linguistic
apparatus and specch (Gen. 2:7)."" Fundamental to the linguistic
apparatus is the faculty to structurally connect the signifier (sound-
image) with the signified (linguistic concept) and thus ereate a linguistic
sign.™" Interaction of these signs within the linguistic apparatus, permit
humankind to communicate and develop linguistic knowledge without
having genuime comprehension of what they speak about. We can
appreciate the rabbis” view (I sense a dash of humor in their words)
that, in this respect, human beings are superior to angels, since the
latter cannot communicate about matters that they do not comprehend
fully. The most important function of the linguistic apparats is to
structure a syntagmatic opposition between the speaking subject (“17)
and the addressce (“you”). “1™—the very feeling of subjectivity and
sell-consciousness —is a linguistic creation established by the syntag-
matic opposition “I/you.” Without a “you™ there is no “L" and vice
versa,'"
At first, he realizes his own differentiation within the animal king-
dom, but is not yet conscious of his subjective L™ His own sub-
Jectivity he apprehends at a later stage, when realizing the syntagmatic
opposition Adam/Adon.""

The rabbis reported that before ereating Adam, God consulted
with the angels:

Adam’s self-awareness and consciousness comes in stages,

[God] asked them: “Shall we make Adam?”
They replied to him: “This Adam, what type [of creature] is he?”
God rold them: “His wisdom is greater than yours.” He then pro-
ceeded 10 parade before them beasts. wild animals, and birds.
He asked them: “This! What is it called?™ But they did not know!

" See José Faur. “Person anel Subjectiviy: A Linguistic Categorv.' i Menfalities
6 1990% pp. 15-18.

" See Faur, Golden Davey, pp, xix, 71.

" See ibid., pp. 38,

" See Favr, Home Mysticns, pp. 4-3.
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“This! What is it called?” And they did not know! He then paraded
them [the animals] before Adam.
He asked him: “Thisl What is 1t called?”
“This is an ox!
“This! What is it called?”
“This is a camel!™
“This! What is it called?
“This is a donkey!™
“This! What is it called?™
“This is a horse!™ . ..
“And vou, what is your name?”
He [Adam| answered him [God]: “To me it would be fit w call
Adam, since I was created from Adatna (dust).”
“And what is my name?”
“To you it would be fit w call ddon Masters, since vou are the
Master of all your creations.™™

This means, in simple words, that devoid of consciousness of his syn-
tagmatic relation to Adon, Adam will fall short of forging his own
“I"" and the “image of God™ unique to his distinctive individuation,'”!

VIII

R. Dawvid Nicto came to London in 1701 and served as the head
of the Sephardic synagogue Sha‘ar ha-Shamayim atr Bevis Mark unuil
his death in 1728. Newton came to London to take up his appoint-
ment as Warden of the Mint in [696. He moved several times and
finally in 1709 he took up residence in a house at St. Martin's street,
not too far from Leicester Square, where he lived unal 1724, R. Nieto
lived in a house next to the synagogue, about a mile from the Mint
(at London’s Tower). It is highly probable that Newton heard of
Nieto, particularly after the rumpus caused by the sermon he delivered
on November 20, 1703, negating the notion of “universal Nature™

a position strikingly similar to Newton’s."™ We should bear in mind
that Abendana and Nieto must have known each other well.'™ Not

"7 Bareshit Rabba XN AL vol. 1, ppe 135156, CL above, n. 90, People who do
not recosnize Gad’s Dominion believe in: human dommnon, either thew own or
others.

FIOCE Faur, Homo Mysticus, pp. 8. 15-16, 127-128, 138-142,

17 See Vaur, Golden Daves. pp. 18-22, and above, nn. 142-143,

78 Ahendana must have worshiped av Ska‘ar ha-Shamayim wheve his brother,
R. Jacob, served as vabbi (1680-1685). Nicto knew of Abendana; see Kayserling,
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only did they belong to the closely knit circle of Spanish and Portuguese
Jews, but more importantly they shared a similar educational back-
ground and represented the same intellectual tradition of religious
humanism and pluralism. It would not be unreasonable to assume
that Abendana had mentioned Newton to Nieto, and then Nieto to
Newton. I have no proof that Nieto and Newton ever met. But, why
shouldn’t they? Nieto was the only Jew at the time who had the
scientific background to read the Principia. Knowing what 1 know of
Nieto's personality and his interest in science and Torah, it would
be surprising if he would not have made some effort to meet Newton.
I suppose that Newton, too. would have wanted to meet Nieto, In
addition to sharing the same passion for Seripture, Rabbinic thought
and literature, the calendar, history, religion, and science, Nieto was
the ounly person (besides Abendana) with whom Newton could discuss
matters pertaining to his “dreadful secret.”™ At any rate, Nieto relates
an event taken place before 17150 Tr runs as follows:

A man came to me and said: “I know that you are from the children
of Isvael and believe that there is a God, Creator, who is from Eternity.
But I cannot believe that.”

[ asked him: “Why?”

He replied: “Because T cannot mentally conceive how something can
exist without a beginning.”

I asked him: “Then. who created the universe?”
He replied: “I do not know!”

I said to him: “There could only be two possibilitics. You may either
admit that [the universe] is eternal without a beginning or that there is
a cause [external to it] that created it, and that cause is from eternity.”
He replied: I think that [the universe] is from eternity,”

I replied: “You are contradicting yourselfl First you stated that you
cannot believe that there 1s a God., Credtor; since it is impassible for
you to mentally conceive that there can be something from cternity.
Now you are ascertaining that the universe has no beginning!™

For a while he remained speechless. Then he said: “Your question
perplexes me. | don’t know what to answer.”

I said to him: “You are acknowledging [the existence of | something
from cternity. Mistakenly, however, you are awributing clernity to the
creation, whereas you should have atribuled eternity o the Creator.
Now, confess and acknowledge that there is an Eternal [Being] and

“Lus Correspondants Juifs de Jean Bustorl,” p. 272, n. 2: and of his calendars, see
H. Gractz, “Wissenschaliliche,” in Menatassctimfi 9 (1860, pp. 29-34: and the now
ot A. Berliner, Magazin & (1877}, p. 1235,
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that that Eternal [Being] is the Creator. in contradistinetion to the
universe —a creation——which was ereated.”

Thereupon, he threw himself at my feet, sobbing with grear joy. He
then kissed me and hugged me and said: “You have bestowed life
onto me! For now I know that there is a God, Creator of Heaven
and earth, Wise, who Governs and exercises Providence over his crea-
tures, He shounld bless and muluply you, and increase vou in wealth,
property, and glory.™""

Could it be? T don’t know and have no support on the mauer. But
this does not prevent me from imagining (paraphrasing a more pub-
licized but somehow less intellectually charged occasion), “That
this might have well turned out to he the beginning of a wonderful
friendship.™

R David Niewo, £k Dat London, 1715, 11, #1134, p. 33h,
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